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1. Applicant thanks the Examiner for his rennarks and observations, which 
have greatly assisted Applicant in responding. 

2. 35U.S.C.§112 

Claims 1-21 are rejected as indefinite for failing to particularly point out 
and distinctly claim the subject matter of the invention. Specifically, the Examiner 
finds the expression "said mapping a format" in claim 1 to be indefinite. Claim 1 
is amended by inserting the word "in" between "mapping" and "a, " so that the 
claim, as presently amended, reads "according to said mapping m a format 
specified by said mapping." Support for the amendment is found in the 
remaining independent claims. The present rejection is therefore deemed 
overcome. 

3. 35U.S.C.§101 

Claim 21 is rejected as , being directed to no-statutory subject matter. 
Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

When functional descriptive material is recorded on some computer- 
readable medium , it becomes structurally and functionally interrelated to the . 
medium and will be statutory in most cases since use Of technology permits the 
function of the descriptive material to be realized. MPEP § 2106.01 . 

Claim 21 describes: "said computer program product comprising a 
computer-readable medium having computer readable code embodied thereon ." 
Thus, claim 21 describes descriptive material — "computer readable code" — 
recorded— "embodied thereon"— on a computer readable medium. Claim 21 
therefore describes statutory subject matter. The present rejection is therefore 
without merit. 
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4. 35U.S.C.§103 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria must 
be met First, there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the 
references themselves or in the l<nowledge generally available to one of ordinary 
skill in the art, to modify the reference or to combine reference teachings. Second, 
there must be a reasonable expectation of success: Finally, the prior art 
reference (or references when combined) must teach or suggest all the claim 
limitations. MPEP § 2143. 

Claims 1-20, 22-41. 43-62 and 64 stand rejected as being unpatentable 
over U.S. patent no. 6,192,380 fLIghf) in view of U.S. patent no. 6,651.217 
"Kennisdy." Applicant respectfully disagrees. The Examiner relies on Kennedy 
as teaching configurable regions of said page at least above and below said 
field . While the cited teaching from Kennedy describes evaluation of field labels 
above and below a field, it does this evaluation by parsing the HTML code of the 
page. The present invention Is directed to analysis of visible form elements . In 
other words, the present invention analyzes visible form elements as they appear 
to a user i n a rendered web page . Thus, the present invention evaluates form 
elements on the rendered page . 

In stark contrast. Kennedy has no such capability! As described at col. 10, 
line 49 to coL 11, line 31, Kennedy's analysis is done by parsing the underlying 
HTML There is no teaching or suggestion in Kennedy that visible form elements 
are analyzed. Kennedy's analysis consists only of evaluating the page HTML. 
Light adds nothing to Kennedy. There is, therefore, no teaching or suggestion of 
the subject matter of the claims 1 , 22 and 43 In the combination of Light and 
Kennedy. The present rejection is therefore without merit on this ground alone. 

There would be no motivation for the ordinarily-skilled practitioner to 
combine the teaching of Light and Kennedy because Kennedy does not provide 
the ability to analyze v isible form elements. Therefore, the ordinarily-skilled 
practitioner would gain nothing from the combination. 
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Also because Kennedy fails to provide a key functionality of the invention, 
there would be little expectation of success from the combination. The present 
rejection is therefore without merit on this ground alone. 

In view of their dependence from allowable parent claims, the dependent 
claims are deemed allowable without any separate consideration of their merits. 

In spite of the foregoing, claim 1 is amended to describe: 

"mapping said form by said browser based on analysis of at least one 
visible form element proximate at least one form field by analyzing text within a 
configurable area of a rendered page containing said fomi, said page comprising 
a rendered HTML page, said configurable area including configurable regions of 
said page at least above and below said field on said rendered page, and 

populating said at least one form field with data retrieved according to said 
mapping in a formal specified by said mapping without user intervention in 
correct fomnat without user intervention." 

Because the claims were originally directed to analysis of visible form 
elements . Applicant posits that the claims implicitly provide support for the 
amendment. Additional support for the amendment is provided at least in the 
Abstract, HHOOU and 0020-0022 of U.S publication no. 2004/0068693. Claims 
22 and 43 are similarly amended. Accordingly, the claims would be allowable 
even if the present rejection had not been improper. 

Such amendments are made only to describe the invention in greater 
detail In the interest of advancing prosecution of the Application. They do not 
indicate agreement with the Examiner's position. Nor are they evidence of intent 
to sacrifice claim scope. Applicant expressly reserves the right to pursue patent 
protection of a scope it reasonably believes it is entitled to in one or more 
continuing applications. 

Claims 2-19, 23-40 and 44-61 are rejected as being unpatentable over . 
Light in view of Kennedy and further In view of U.S. publication no. 
2002/0083068 ("Quass"). In view of the foregoing, the present rejection is 
deemed improper/overcome. 
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Claims 21, 42 and 63 are rejected as being unpatentable over Light in 
view of Kennedy and further in view of U.S. publication no. 2003/0135507 
("Hind")- In view of the forejgolng, the present rejection is deemed 
improper/overcome. 
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5. For the record, Applicant respectfully traverses any and all factual 
assertions in the file that are not supported by documentary evidence. Such 
include assertions based on findings of inherency, assertions based on official 
notice, and any other assertions of what is well known or commonly known in the 
prior art. 



CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing, the claims are deemed to be in allowable 
condition. Applicant therefore respectfully requests reconsideration and prompt 
allowance of the claims. Should the Examiner have any questions regarding the 
Application, he is urged to contact Applicant's attorney at 650-474-8400. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Jeffrey Brill 
Reg. No. 51.198 



Customer no. 22,862 
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